that if my son thought that non-allopathic treatment should
be tried, the Government should permit it. While the considera-
tion of my son's request was on the anvil, the patient's condi-
tion began to worsen and she herself pressed for the services of
an Ayurvedic physician. She spoke to both the Inspector General
of Prisons and Col. Shah several times, again with no result. In
despair I wrote to the Government of India on 27~l-'44. On.
the 31st of January the Superintendent of this Camp enquired
on behalf of the Government, among other things, whether the,
deceased had any particular Ayurvedic physician in mind to
which I replied in writing, it being my silence day (App. F). As
no relief was forthcoming as a result, and the patient's condi-
tion admitted of no delay, I sent an urgent letter to the
Government of Bombay on the 3rd of February (App. C). It
was on the llth of February that a local Vaidya was sent and
on the 12th that Vaidyaraj Sharma was brought in. Thus there
was an interval of more than eight weeks between the first
request for non-allopathic aid and actual bringing in of that aid.
Before Vaidyaraj Sharma came I had been asked to
give written undertaking (which I gladly did) that I absolved
the Government of all responsibility about the result of his
treatment (App. H). The Vaidyaraj was thus in sole charge of
the case for the time being. One would have thought that a
physician in sole charge of a patient would have all such faci-
lities of visiting and watching the patient as he considered
necessary. And yet there was no end to the difficulties in getting
these facilities for him. These have been alluded to in the enclo-
sure to my letter of 4-3-'44 and in App. G.
All this time the patient was passing through great suffer-
ing, and her condition was deteriorating so rapidly that every
delay weighed against chances of her recovery.
Whether the delays and difficulties experienced by the
patient and me were caused by one department of the Govern-
ment or another, or even by the Government doctors, the
responsibility surely rests with the Central Government.
I note that the Government have maintained complete
silence over the written request (which was reinforced by
subsequent verbal reminders) of Drs. Nayyar and Gilder to call
Dr. B. C. Roy in consultation, and have not even condescended
to give their reasons for not granting the request.
Similarly the letter under reply is silent about the discre-
pancy, pointed out by me in my letter dated 2Q-3-'44, In the
l$pa. the Home Member's statement in the Assembly that trained
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